this significant response, and brought together in London more than 2000 people from 54 countries, to hear each other's ideas and share their experiences.
These are some of the signs of a changing orientation of science. In the past science, in its purer forms, has been content to add to the sum of human knowledge; in its less disinterested preoccupations it has added to the wealth of those who already were in a financial position to subsidize scientific research-theoretically all to the ultimate advantage of the human race. Only recently scientists themselves have begun to recognize that any increase of knowledge does not at all necessarily work to the advantage of the human race and to be willing though reluctantly, to accept some responsibility for what is done with the knowledge they uncover. However, other agencies, civil or military, are not generally by any means ready to admit scientists to these sacred areas where business and politics worship the old gods of profit, prestige and power. Generally, they are not yet ready to see that the exclusion of scientific attitudes from the field of human relations, while employing the full strength of scientific method in the material fields, may well destroy the human race in the not distant future. In spite of this natural reluctance to admit continuing failure and to call for help, and the inevitable defensive disparaging of the scientific attitude a t policy levels, it becomes increasingly clear that the designing, building and operating of modern civilization requires different techniques from those of a generation ago. The builder of a prairie schooner is not qualified by his experience to design or build a turbo-jet aeroplane, nor could any of his contemporaries fly it. Many of our socio-political methods are reminiscent of the prairie schooner and pony express days, though the scientists have ushered in an era of instantaneous world communication, and potential world destruction.
To change the metaphor-our civilization, like a great ship, driven by the enormous power of its scientific development, is rushing on into treacherous and unreliably charted seas. The equipment of our pilots is far short of the best available. Their principles, their instruments, and even their charts are commonly inherited from previous generations and founded on folk-lore, superstition, faiths inculcated in childhood, prejudice or even, much worse, on local political advantage. I t is a fact that in other fields of governmental responsibility the best available experts are invariably employed to design, construct and operate, whether it be a dam, a ship, an aeroplane, agricultural production, atomic bombs, a financial or accounting system or anything else, except only in the field of human relations. There any kind of person may be used. Commonly lawyers are given these responsibilities: their training is in rules and precedent, one of the worse possible technical trainings for this work. Sometimes soldiers are taken from their normal business to be put in charge of our relations with other peoples; their training is in strategical and tactical nianoeuvering to gain predetermined ends at the expense of an enemy.
The whole military training pre-supposes an opponent and teaches how to circumvent and defeat him, not how to cooperate with other kinds of people who are often as difficult and sure they are right as we are ourselves. Clearly military training is also one of the worst possible for this work. The training of business men, to make profits, or the training of the old-time diplomats in gentlemanly behaviour and the classics, are also obviously inadequate to the needs of interhuman relations on a world scale. It is true that a certain number of economists and sociologists in recent years have been given some work to do in the international field, but usually only as technicians on secretariats, to carry out the orders of governing bodies, rarely on national and intergovernmental policy levels. Also the training of sociologists and economists tends to concern itself almost exclusively with the study of human institutions and their functioning, not the study of human beings and their inter-relationships.
The situation is illustrated by a glance at the position in just one of the agencies of the United Nations. For instance, while the Constitution of the World Health Organization defines health as "a state of complete physical, mental and social well-being and not merely the absence of disease or infirmity" and states that "the healthy development of the child is of basic importance" and "the ability to live harmoniously in a changing total environment is essential to such development," a t the First World Health Assembly, attended by some 68 nations of which 55 are full members, so far as I have been able to find out there were no psychologists, no social anthropologists and only one neuro-psychiatrist included in national delegations totalling about two hundred and fifty.
The one neuro-psychiatrist was on the delegation of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic. No other government felt the need of any technical information or advice in the field of mental health or human relations. This is a highly significant and important fact.
Of course, it is not to be taken for granted that any particular type of technical training now being given at any university would be useful specifically in this enormously important field of inter-human relations. The curricula in political science courses seem to be woefully inadequate to these responsibilities, as do those in psychology, psychiatry or sociology.
It appears that the idea that the field of inter-human relations should be a major area for man's study and endeavour is not yet sufficiently accepted for any university to have developed a teaching course to train this type of expert. I t may well be asked whether such a course could be given, whether there are people capable of teaching a course. I t is clear that something is known of the subject; social psychologists, social anthropologists and psychiatrists have been working in that area, a t least to some extent, for many years. It does appear however, that their experiences have not properly been brought together into teachable form. Here is a job of the greatest possible urgency. I t is to be hoped that enough demand will arise, from enough places, to insure that the World Federa-tion for Mental Health, and the World Health Organization, will quickly undertake developmental work of this kind. The Society for the Psychological Study of Social Issues could perform most valuable services in stimulating and helping to guide such developments.
I t may well be claimed that all that is needed is the universal application of the ancient injunction to "love thy neighbour as thyself" which derives from the deep gregarious instinct of man, and has been promulgated by most of the great religions. In practice such love has commonly been restricted, according to a locally acceptable definition of "neighbour," to the other members of the tribe, or the colour, racial, religious or political group. The requirements for maturity and world-citizenship may be called the Christian virtues, or the Buddhist virtue or the Hindu virtues, or the Mohammedan virtues, or the Confucian virtues, or may be ascribed to many other religions with about equal validity. They could even be called the "psychological virtues."
The catch in this old and widely supported injunction "love thy neighbour as thyself" is in the last two words. The uncomfortable fact is that very few people indeed can love themselves in a healthy natural way which tolerantly accepts all their own human urges as normal and inevitable aspects of the healthily functioning man or woman. Most of us, by being civilized too early or to forcibly, have been driven to believe that our natural human urges are "bad" "not nice," "wicked," "sinful" or whatever the local equivalent may be. This is the dreadfully damaging concept of "original sin," which really only states that babies are not born civilized according to the local customs of the natives. In this latter form the statement is, of course, true and quite harmless, as long as it is understood by the child that he is not supposed to have been born civilized, and by permission of all legal systems may take plenty of time about reaching that exalted state. Unfortunately this is not understood by most children; they have been convicted of sin, believe they are "bad" and consequently deeply despise, distrust, and even hate themselves. The anxiety engendered motivates the projection of these feelings of despising, distrust and hate on to other people, the neighbours, though usually distinguishable from oneself by some recognizable difference of race, colour, creed, economic status and politics.
The consequent aggressive feelings against such people are experienced as virtuous. I t appears that a system which imposes an early belief in one's own sinfulness, or unacceptability in one's natural state, with its consequent inferiority feelings and anxiety, must be harmful to interhuman relationships and to the ability of the human race to survive in the kind of world this has become.
Unfortunately the concept of "sin" is, under one name or another, very firmly entrenched throughout much of the world. Later in life the feelings which go with this childhood condemnation, commonly are attached to thinking or other activities which would be disapproved by prevailing authority. Instead of "bad" one may be reproached with the terms "communist," "reactionary," "Nazi," "nigger-lover," or any of many other epithets. They all signify disapproval and are supposed to produce feelings of guilt and shame. This method of control has been used by all authoritarian systems throughout history to discourage any attempts to change or develop local concepts or customs. This whole method of control should be exposed and combatted by all scientific or mature people.
. Let us look briefly at some of the immediate requirements that are now so obvious that no further research is needed to identify them. Much reliable work of recent years has indicated clearly that successful human relations start in infancy. We all know that babies need, not just want, but need, completely uncritical love, love whose manifestations are quite independent of the babies' behaviour. In this situation only can the most desirable feelings of being wanted and loved and of "belonging" arise.
It is also well known that this "belonging" feeling, in a successful developmental process, should spread gradually to include family, friends, and fellow citizens, and that in the little world this has become, it cannot any longer safely stop at national boundaries as it reasonably satisfactorily could until just recently. Now the world must have, and soon, large numbers of people in every country who have grown emotionally beyond national boundaries and are sufficiently mature to be capable of being "world citizens." Up until now very few people indeed in any country, have really developed emotionally even to a truly national degree of maturity. Such development to a national level, requires an equal degree of concern for the welfare of all the kinds of people within the nation, irrespective of colour, racial origin, religion, education, social or economic group-or even political party. Few people have reached even this stage of development, and yet only through this stage is it possible to develop to a degree of maturity in which there is a "belonging" feeling in relation to all peoples, and an equal concern for the welfare of all of them. Very few such people have been developed but it is clear that they are the prototype of what the world must have, in large numbers, before there can be any reasonable degree of assurance that the human race will survive for even another generation.
How can the development of this "belonging" feeling be ensured for as many as possible of the children now beginning their lives? I t is already clear that they must experience unquestioning and uncritical love, and that they must be free of a "conviction of sin" but what else must they have and against what else must they be protected? What are the needs of the growing child of school age, of the adolescent, of the young adult, which need to be met by the community in order that the best possible opportunity to reach real maturity may be ensured?
Next, the responsibility of meeting these needs must be broken down and allocated to the appropriate elements of the community. What do mothers, to be successful mothers, need to know about these matters, and how should they apply their knowledge? What about fathers? What training should they have for their job? Who should provide the training for mothers and fathers, and when? Perhaps the best answer to this last question is easy; training of mothers and fathers ideally should begin when they themselves are children, but clearly we cannot wait for another two generations. This job must be got a t a t every possible point of contact. Margaret Mead recently stated that even grandparents can still learn. Many of them certainly can if someone will help them a little, and they are given a chance to recognize their responsibilities.
What do school teachers need of this type of knowledge and who is responsible for seeing that they get it? What are the responsibilities of town and city councils, of other local authorities, and of state, provincial or federal governments, and how are local and national institutions to be made aware of these responsibilities and induced to accept them? What kinds of people are needed locally on boards of education or school boards? What should their qualifications be? What do members of city councils need to know about the development of children so they may carry their share of this responsibility? Is it conceivable that it could be generally enough accepted that members of parliaments and congressmen, even senators, need a certain amount of knowledge in this most important field of their responsibilities to the citizens who elect them?
What should be the qualifications of legislators to be able so to direct the affairs of a country, particularly in relation to other countries, that the citizens whose lives are in their hands may feel some assurance that they know what they are doing and are working for the good of all the people in the world, the only basis on which it is reasonable to hope that the human race, and our own children, may survive?
Here are a few of the questions that need to be answered, not by individual research reported in technical language to scientific societies, but by co-operative work eventually reported in non-technical language to the people of the world, through their common channels of communication, the United Nations and its Specialized Agencies. Much of this has already been begun. The Statement by the International Preparatory Commission for the International Congress on Mental Health is a notable contribution to these problems. Another significant move has been made by UNESCO's project on Intergroup Tendons, from which has come recently a very valuable report. Of course these efforts, while tremendously important, are only beginnings. One of their great values is the indication they give that there are a t least a few mature people, capable of cooperation in this most difficult of all scientific fields, in many countries.
A few fully mature people, even in the right places, are not enough.
Even if all the councils of the United Nations and of its agencies were composed of such people, which they are not, they could still be only partly effective. The United Nations and its agencies are not run by their secretariats. All policies are decided by the governing bodies, executive boards, councils, etc., all composed of national delegations. Even now many national delegations cannot behave in as civilized, mature and co-operative ways as they know they should do, and as they would like to do because of the certainty that such civilized, mature and co-operative action would not be acceptable to their own governments or political chiefs. A national delegation cannot misrepresent its own people at home. If the majority of the population of a country is insular, or prejudiced, or antagonistic against some other nation, or aggressive or just plain ignorant, its delegations in the councils of the nations must reflect those qualities in order to keep their jobs.
The United Nations cannot be blamed for the muddles they have made or their failures in human relations. These muddles and failures are the direct results of the muddled thinking of the people of the nations, of their prejudices, their unreasoned anxieties and hates, and their aggressive pressures. This situation cannot be cured, nor much improved from within the United Nations itself. The degree of our own infantility is illustrated by our desire to leave these responsibilities to our "fatherequivalent," the government of our particular country or the United Nations. The reform must take place within the nations. Nor can such reforms stem from the national capitals, from the parliaments and congresses. No one can do this so necessary job but the people themselves, in the villages, towns, and cities of every country.
There is now only one basic importance in the world, the one importance on which the very existence of the race depends, the emotional relationship between the people of the world. Every political action in every country should be taken in the light of that fact. Whoever helps to elect anyone to any public office, in any country, on any other basis than his ability to improve the human relations of the people of the world, gambles with his own life and the lives of his children, against, it may be, his hope of a job or of lowered taxes or of the satisfaction he might get in being on the winning side in a battle between political parties. Any or all of these things, weighed against the lives of the hundreds of millions of people the next world war, if it comes, will destroy, make a poor bet.
Our own personal responsibility to our fellow humans is clear. Whoever is reasonably informed in any aspect of human emotional-mentalsocial development, whoever can do something to clarify thinking even a little and very locally, whoever can help to remove a prejudice, soften a hate, increase the total of understanding and tolerance in the world, by that knowledge, training, insight or ability is made responsible to do what he can all possible places. Research is valuable but many remain sterile for long periods and time is short. Erudite papers read to technical gatherings and published in technical journals have their important place, but may be futile unless appropriate action follows. Responsibility of the informed and technically qualified is to all people, not just to the enlightened.
The really noble example given by Kurt Lewin, should continue to be an inspiration. His work and enthusiasm still do and will contribute greatly to present and future developments in the field of human relations. Some part of it can be carried on by every one of us.
Whoever can get at people in homes or schools or universities, in Parent-Teacher Associations, or Home and School Clubs, or youth groups, in churches or service clubs, by talking or writing, through lectures, radio, newspapers, magazines, books or any other channels of communication, is obligated, by his ability, to serve the human race where he can, to the limit of his equipment. Dare any of us say that he or she can do nothing about the desperate need of the world for better human relations?
